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Explanation of inconsistencies between ERG and EAS cover type
designations.

Duringd:eﬁnalstagesofthissmdy,itbemmeapparmtmatinelevmcam,covertypc
designations assigned by meEvergladesRemrchGroup(ERG)tomeirmpling stations
differed from those assigned by EAS Engineering.

These discrepancies result from several factors. EAS, throughout its mapping effort, used a
mmmakappmch.whﬂeERGuwdanﬂmmleuppmhfmvagemﬁmmmm
exist within the study area. EAS used a 0.5 acre resolution threshold, that is, land cover
patches smaller than 1/2 acre were not mapped. Another factor for ERG was the
hmcmﬁbﬂityofhrgc,wnﬁguwspamhuofmmhawahkhwcminﬂummgim
ofﬂwsmdymmahngitpmfu:blebeshbﬁshshﬁamhmnﬂabutnmmdﬂy
accessible areas of the various cover types. Another factor is that the base aerial photography
was already two years old when the ERG established its stations.

EAS acknowledged from the very beginning of the project that variation would be found
within the agreed-upon density categories. It is the vegetation experts' decision where the
polygon lines are drawn around the density categories. EAS’ decisions were based on
extensive ground-truthing of portions of the study area, helicopter overflights of the entire
uudyuu.meMQCituaﬁmofﬂIclMauialplmgnphy.

The eleven disrepancies between the cover type designations of EAS and ERG were the
following:

1. Three cases of P50 (two in 30-53-39 and one 29-52-39) vs P: two of these sites are in the
PmnsuwalongKmmeAvmue.andﬁcthixdinﬂmesucon:arthenorﬂ:watwellﬁnld
canal. In the two sites along Krome Avenue, we mapped this area as P50, which by definition
has a wide array of Melaleuca densities. ERGnodoubtfoundmwiﬂlinltﬁathatﬂu(l)
hadedalmm,urmmmimdmﬂdealmudﬁngs,mdmmmnMnoﬁmdbyﬂw

2. One case of P50 (15-53-39) vs P75. In this location there were a few micro areas that from
thegromdcouldhavelookedlikcﬂwdmmpoﬂionofﬁﬂ. Our decision was to classify this
entire polygon P75 based on the scale of the P50 patches.

3. One case of P75 (27-52-39) vs P50. This site is in a large area of P50 that from the ground
appears to have occasional patches of P75. EAS classified the entire area as P50 based on the
scale of the P75 patches.

4. One case of DMS (15-52-39) vs P50. This site is in a large area of P50 that from the
ground has occasional patches of P75 and DMS. EAS’ decision was to classify the entire area
as P50 based on the scale of the P75 and DMS patches.
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5. Five cases of DMS (27-52-39, two in 5-54-39, 10-52-39, and 15-52-39) vs DM. In each of
these discrepancies, ERG classified these areas as DMS, while we classified them as DM.

EAS used the DM classification instead of DMS when individual trees or canopies were visible
within the cover type on the 1"=300" aerials. Many of the areas that on the ground appear to
be DMS appear to be DM on the aerial photographs. EAS was consistent in mapping these
areas as DM. The differentiation between DMS and DM on the aerial signatures is somewhat
arbitrary in many places.

In hindsight, it would have been preferable to establish the wildlife stations after the cover
types had been mapped, so that potentially larger areas of "contiguous” habitat could have
been sampled. Nonetheless, the extraordinarily patchy mosaic of Melaleuca densities will
probably indicate that there is little difference in wildlife utilization of areas from 0% to 75%
dense, as well as in DM and DMS, as long as the underlying prairie/marsh associations are
still relatively intact.
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